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2 A Yes. In recent negotiations with several large business customers in the Ameritech

3 region who were interested in using sprint as their local service provider, Sprint

4 was unable to offer the end use a competitive service rate due the exceedingly high

s non-recuaing charges Ameritech bas imposed on the CLEC's for the installation

6 and provisioning of ISDN lines. Ameritech bas offered to waive these non·

7 recurring charges to the end user ifthe end user will sign a contraet guaranteeing a

S .~c commitment to term. In a wholesale/resale environment, Ameritech has

9 complete control of its costs and charges for nOJ1.recuning services. The tariffs

10 filed by Ame.ritech to date for these services reflect little or no discount to the non-

11 rec:urring charges. It is standard operating practice for the n.EC to waive non·

12 recurring charges when negotiating with an end user. DeDyiDg Sprint the ability to

13 avoid to reduce these charges, consistent with the service Amcritech offers to its

14 ead users. results in Sprint either being required to openItC at a loss if it in tact

1S tries to absorb these costs. or causes Sprint to be unable to compete with the

16 nEe. The end result is that sprint is not able to ofter the end user a truly

l7 competitive service as long as they are dependent on the services of Ameritech

18 which is not consistent with the intentions of the Telecommunications Act or the

19 FCC's Order.

20

21 Q.
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Yes. Ameritech continues to refUse to rebrand its OpenItor Services (OS) and

Directory Assistance (DA) services with the "Sprint" brand. In its Second Report mel

Order in CC Doc:ket 96-98, the FCC requires JLECs to comply with tecJmically

feasible requestS to rebrand OS and DA in the a.EC's name. or to remove the ILEC's

brand Dame. Likewise, this Commission has ordered rebranding oCOS in the CLECs

name where technically feasible. Sprint believes that rebImding of OS and DA is

teclmicdy feasible. and Ameritech bas not demonstrated otherwise. To date, at least

one other RaOe, Southwestern Bell, has agreed to rebrand OS and DA service that is

. resold to Sprint. GTE has aareed to unbrand an OS and DA, including its own. unless

probibited by state coonnission reguJatj~ until such time as GTE is able to brand for

the aEC. These tee:bnically feasible solutions provide parity between the nEe aDd

the aEC. Providing service with the CLEC brand is essential for a CLEC to be able

to obtain QJstomers. The FCC agrees with the importance of branding to a

competitive entrant. In its August 8, 1996 Order in CC Docket No. 96-98. paragraph

128, the FCC recogaized the importance ofbrar.ding in a competitive market noting

that "lnnding plays a significant role in markets where competing providers are

n:seJ6ng"1IJc seMccs ofILECs. The FCC conduded that an n..EC's commued use of

its brand when providing service to a CLEC's customer UDder comract "clearly

advantages" ILECs such as Ameritech. As a result, the FCC stated that an n.EC's

"&ilure to c:omply with the reasonable, teebnicaIIy feasible request of a competing

provider to rdnnd operator SC'Yices in the competing provideI's name, or to remove

. [the lLEC's] brand name. creates a presumption that the [II.ECl is ualawfiJ1ly

restriding access to these services by competing providers...
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Are there other areas wbere branding is importuat to Spriat's entry iDto the

local market u a CLEC?

Yes. This same branding cona:m extends to directory publication and YeUow Page

ad'lel'tising. Ameritech has denied Sprint parity tu.atmeDt with respect to YeUow

Pages advertising. For example, when Ameriteeb customers buy a business line from

Amerltec:b, they receive ati'ee YeUowPage listing. Sprint wants equal treatment for its

customers, which Ameritech has refused to provide. Ameritech contends that YeDow

Page advertisiDg is not a telecommunications service c:ov=d bythe Act.

AdvenisiDg sold and billed by Ameritech's directory plbIisbing ann is another area

where Ameritech attempts to put ClECs at a competitive disadvantage. Ameritech's

directory publishing company bills through its incumbent LEe) Ameritech. When the

aJStotI}er switches to Spriot (or another CLEC), this metbocl of billing for Yellow

Pages allows Ameritech to have cominued contact~ the customer for marketing

and win-back opportlmities, thus undermining Sprint's ability to retain c:ustomers. In a

competitive enviromneat, a Sprint CI.BC customer should not rec:eiw a bill fi:om the

inmmbeatLEe.

Amerited1 refuses to provide Sprint with an exclusive Sprint Inronnation Page in the

VviUte pages (either free or for purcl1ase) or to make additioDa1 information pages

available for purcl1ase. 'Ibis impairs Sprints ability to attract and retain local scMce

customers. the manner in which SpriDt'~ or any other CLECs, customer information

is incotporated into Ameliteeh's directory bas asigaificant impact on brand recognition,

market success, and customer retemion. If customc:s cannot easily find the CLECs

conr.aet information for ordering and repair, they win go where it is easier to do

business.
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1 Q. What is the correat status ofthe diredory issues!

2 A Sprint is being required to negotiate a separate directory advertisiDg and publishing

3 tontract with Ameritech"5 afBliate. The outcome ofthese negotiations is yet uok:nown.

4- A satisfactory resolution ofthese directory issues is crueial to Sprint's successfil1 entty

5 into the local market. The accuracy at: and parity in the provision ofdirectory setYice

6 to business ead usc:tS impacts the most lucrative sector oftbe local market.

7

8 Q. Has Ameritec:h mused to provide dialing parity to Sprint?

9 A Yes. Amcritech bas said that it will~ to provide NIl dialing for its own

10 OJStomers to reach Ameritech's business office aDd service centers; however,

11 Ameriteeh refuses to provide similar diating arrangements for custOmers ofSprint and

12 other CLECs. This lack ofdialing parity makes it more difficult for o...EC customers
-

13 to reach their local service provider with service or repair requests than it is for

14 Amcrited1 tuStomerS to r=.ch their local provider. Customers have been conditioned

IS ow:r many years to acc:ss "the telephone company" by dialing the three digit

16 abbreviated dialing scbeme. For Ameritedl to retain this three digit dialing access code

17 exclusively would yield a wmpetitive advamage viH-vis any new entrant. By making

18 it easier for customers to do business with Ameritech than with a CLEC, Ameritech

19 hindea the ability ofCLECs to attract customers and impedes the development ofloc:al

20 competition.

21

11 Q. Does AmeriUch's iDterpreta1ion of the Most Favored NatioDS (MFN) pl'OVisioll

23 ofthe Telecommunications Act promoteamy by CLECs into the local market?

24 A. No. Ameritceh interprets the At£s MFN provision broadly. Amcritech does not read

566



03/19/97 WED 16:30 FA! 913 824 5504

Testimoa.y ofBcuy L~
SpliDt Cmmmmications Company, L.P.
Pap No. 14

SPRINT EXT AFFAIRS ijI015

the MFN provision to rcquixe that any individual price. term atJJJJor condition oft"ered

2 to any carrier by Amerltech must also be oft"ered to any other cmicr. Ameritech's

3 interpretation of MFN impedes the ability of CLECs to enter the local matket on a

4 <:ompetitively neutral basis. Non-discriminatory treatmeot ofan carriers is essential to

S the creation ofa truly wwpetitive local service market. During this period ofemergjDg

6 competition where negotiations are rapidly progressing simultaneously. it is criti<:al that

7 the regulators establish IU1e:s that ensure competitive neutrality among the various

8 muket eDttants. A3 discussed more thorougbJy in Mr. Phelan's testimony, it is

9 importam that no entrant gain an advantage due to its size or by making trade-01fs

10 within agreements. If one canier is able to negotiate non--cost-based discoums or

11 ~ service tem:IS, it will have a. cbiI1ing efrect on competition and UD13irly UJd

12 unreasonably predetermme which carriers will succeed and which cmicrs win iail in the

13 marketplace. Each canier should be provided an equal opportunity to sua:eed or Wl

14 In the cod, it should be the consumers who select the winners and the losers in this new

1S competitive market. Am~s approach to MFN, howtM:r, would iIupropedy

16 perm Ameritech to discriminate against some a.ECs in favor ofothets.

17

19

20 Q. What is the current status of Sprint's negotiations regarding the use of

21 Ameritech'. Pre-Order interface!
-.

22 A. An eff'ective electroDic iutedkce which provides timely access to Customer Service

23 information is crucial to any a..EC attempting to enter the local market via the

24 resale of the ILEC's services. The interface currently being offered by Ameritech
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bas not been deployed for use by any major CLEC, and in f&ct may not be

2 operationally in use by any of Ameritech's competitors today. While Sprint is

3 evaluating this inter&ce for its potential use, the fact that it has not be adequately

4 tested with any high volume competitor continues to place serious doubt around

5 Ameritech's ability to handle either the volumes generated by multiple competitors

6 simultaneously or support the highly sensitive response times required for this type

7 ofinterface when dealing with on-line customer sales.

8 While Ameritech continues to claim that this interface is both operationally ready and that

9 . its ensures operational parity with its retail operations. they cannot currently demonstrate

10 the systems ability to handle either the volumes or the response times which will be

11 required by large local service competitors such as AT&T or Sprint. While Ameritech has

12 been progressive in searching for an electronic solution to this business requirement in

13 accordance with the FCC's request, none of the demonstrations or testing conducted to

14 date have been able to veritY that this interface will in face provide the parity necessazy for

15 Sprint's entry into the Ameritech local market.

16 Sprint and Ameritec.b are currently working together to address these concerns and the

17 parties have agrees to support joint interface testing that will determine Ameritech's ability

18 to meet Sprint business needs. It is importaDt to note however that Sprint will probably

19 not be the largest competitor requiring support from Ameritech and the stress on this

20 interface from multiple high volume users is the only way to ultimately determine if the

21 interface is in fact capable of supporting local market entry at parity with Ameritech's

22 retail operations.

23
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Are Am.eritech's iDterf'aa:s, in fact, operatioaaDy ready?

No. Operatiooal Readiness is the 1inal phase of a systems development etfon. An

imerliIce between two systems and two or more playa's is deemed to be operationally

ready only when the two systems work together satisfactorily with the underlying

systems on both sides of the intrice delivering the services for which the intaDce

was designed Ameritech can not UDiJaterally declare that its inted8ces arc

operationally ready bnuse Amelita isODly one of the mem.ce users BIId can not

complete an adequate operational readiness test without the support and invo1vemeDt

.ofthe other~oc user or partner. In a competitive erMromncnt. this testing can

not be satisfactorily completed and ca1ified to meet the parity test 'With a. "band­

pickeri" parmer. System testing should demonstrate that the system not only performs

according to its design requimnents but that the defined business rules support an

accmate ecc:bange ofdata and the ability to process the transadionalload at volumes

which should be reasonably expected to occur as tbe competitive marlc:c:tplace

develops. This load can not be adequately 1eSted by merely inaeas1ng the volumes of .

data loaded from a single point but by combining the volume requjn:meots with the

complexity of multiple users Jaunching trmseetions ftom various eouy points and

sequences. This condition is difBoJJt to address in a ~est" eswironment but is essential

to support a claim orparity and operational reacline$S.

Sprint's evaluaDon is inconsistent with Ameritech's February 13, 1997 Comments on

Staffs Draft Memorandum wbid1 stated that "Ameritech WLSCQDsin's OSS intri.ccs

are opcntional and will satisfY the demands of the marketplace." Amerltech's

Comments on Staffs Draft MemoD.Ddum, FebruaIy 13, 1997, pg. 16.
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What other CODCel'DS with Ameritech's eIectroDic iIlterf'aca have you discovered?

When I met with Ameritcch representatives, Paul Monti and DarleoeS~ in

Milwankee, I was able to determine that while Ameritcch bas provided specifications

for electronic inter:&ces to its ordering, provisioning, and maintenance systems,

Ameritech is only testing its Pro-order interfAce with one smaIl carrier and no carrier is

intc:tfacing with Ameritech using its proposed interface for Trouble Reporting. While

Ameritech has been pro-active in attempting to idemifY automated solutions for

interfacing with its new local competitors, its proposals have DOt yet been adopted by

.BUy ofthe large carriers for testing and deployment.~ ofthe CLECs seeking to do

business within Ameritech's operating region are working within the established

industry forums to support the design and adoption of standards for local service

procases which require electronic interlaces with the incumbent local excbange
-

car.riers. AT&T and several other industry players are working together to develop the

business requirements for Pre-order. This proposal will be presented to the EOC

(Electronic Conmmieations Committee) no later than second quarter, 1997 for its

eva1uation. The Industty has adopted standards for service order processing;

however, the version and guide1iDes that. the majority of the major CLECs need to

deploy are DOt a.urent1y being supported by Ameritech. Ameritech bas deployed a

hybrid of the TCIF Guidelines. Releases S. 6 and 7 using EDI X12 Standard

Transaction set Version 3030. while AT&T and Sprint both need Ameritech to support .

Version 3050 utilizing TCIF Guidelines • Release 7. Release 7 is the first EDI Ver30n

defined for local competition industry standards. Wbile several caaiers may be actively

working with Amcritech to understand its specificafioos and either intluence the

adoption by the industry ofthese as acceptable standards or design software solutions
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to meet thtse interD.ces as "aJStOmized" solutioos, they can DOt be tested for parity in

performance and ISSlJlDed to meet theFCC cbfddist rcquirem.eDts until they have been

adequately tested and deployed.

What is requir'ed ofAmeritech to provide parity ofac:eas?

In order to establish parity of access. Ameritech must dcmonsttate that its ass
iDter&ces provide (1) equivaleDce of iDfoana2ioa availability, (2) equivaleDce of

information accmacy. and ('3) equivalence of inf'onnation timetinem. Ameritcch has

.apparmtly agreed with~ definirion of parity since it bas agreed to measure its

perfonnance for these exact parameteI3 both in previously filed testimony. as wen as

proposed contraet5 -with both AT&T and Sprint. Equivalent intbrmation means that

Amc:rltech must deliver to the CLEC, to no lesser a degree than it does for its own

operations all data necessary to support a specific transaetion. Equivalent information

accuracy requires that the iDfonnation exchange pass three critical tests: it must

comply with an agreed 11pOD data format and struc:turc, docummtM. and clearly

UDderstood by botbfaB parties to the tramal:tioa, there must be agreed upon business

rules for interaction between the parti~ and there must be demonstrated end-to-end

traDsaction iategrity. incJuding load capacity testing. An inlafacle that operateS

satisfactorily at low volume but lIchokes" under a volume or capacity test desigried to

minor an operational ell\IironmeDt with 1ib1.y market V01UlDCS or when processUl8

iDput from JIJJItiple CLEC emry points simultaneously win place all new eatrants at a

distinct competitive disadvaDtage relative to Ameritech. Ameritech does not utilize its

proposed interD.ces for its own local seMce provision today and it bas not yet pTO'IeIl

its ability to provide operaticmal parity to its c:ompetitors.
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Do Ameritecb's systems atbfy the parity requirements under the F1'A!

No. The systems proposed by Amentech do not meet these parity tests because they

are not currently deployed fur widespread CLEC use. Any use of these interfaces bas

been limited at best and the majority of them~esisn changes

throughout the 4th quarter of 1996. An the spec:ificatioos that have been provided to

Sprint have celt with the total service resale mi no spec:ifieations or impIemem.sdon

mconings have been held between Ameriteeh and Sprint to address the ordering and

provisioning of unbuncD.ed elements. Based on pnMous discussions with Ameritech, it

. is Spms undcrstandiDg that Ameritech plans to use the existing ASR (access service

request) format and access bi11iDg systems. These systems and processes were

designed for access purposes and are not necessarily the ptefelled solution for

provisioning and settlement ofloca1 unbundled dements. While Ameritech may in tact

be using these systems for interfacewith some CLECFlCAI', today, the processes they

support pre-date the 1996 FCC decisions and~ not designed to support unbundled

elemeots as they are c:urr=tly defined.

Do Ameritech's interfaces adhere to industry standards?

No. Ameritecb's inter&ces do not adhere to industry standards. When systems are

used for purposes other than those ir.ter.ced in their original design. they mUst be

modified aJar rdined to meet the new needs. ModifYing and redefining systems that

have pnMously~oyed and which are currently operational with other companies,

requires coordination ofboth the system design as well as their associated business

rules. No company, including Amerit«h, can arbitrarily .redefine indusUy accepted

standards without negatively Unpacting the users of these systems and iDter&ces.
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Conttaty to Amelitech's c:onteDtions, its OSS interface solutions do not always adhere

to industry staDdards; there arc in fact numerous cases where Ameritech bas essenriaDy

over-ridden industIy standards and developed or imposed an Ameritech requiremeDt or

ddiniUon. While rcaJi:zing tbat there are no industry standards Cor many local processc:s

and 1imctions and recognizing that Ameritech bas made the effort to move ibrward in

an effort to meet the federal requheweut for electroDic imerfaces by Jamwy 1, 1997,

Ameritech's customized approach will cmJptieate market eatly £or any Q.EC who

wishes to enter the local marlcet in more tban one ILEC tenitory.

Does Ameritech's position on operational interfaces impact Sprint's ability to

enter the local market as a CLEe?

Yes. Sprint requires the deve1~pmem and cleploymeut of industty standard electronic

intcriaces for access to llEC operational systems. The FCC RqUires the lLEC to

provide noudisc:rimiDatory. automated operatiooa1 support systemS, to enable new

eabants access to prc-order, order, imt,uatjon. provisioning, and repair seMces aswell

as the ability to assign munbers, monitornetwork stations (maintenanee), and bill local

senic:c to their eod user a.JStomers. Ameritech has provided specific.atio!I for several

iDteriiu:es to provide access into Ameritech's systems aDd processes; however. they are

DOt industry standard iDterl3ces. Sprint is o.m-ently reviewing Ameritech's

spedficatioos, u well as working with alI other ILECs, in an effOrt 10 support the

establishment ofindustty staDdards for Jnter&ces that can be used across the c:ountry by

an ILECs and competitors for etrective market emry and data m:bange. Recognizing

the FCCs deadline ofJanuary 1, 1997 for electronic iDteriiu:es, Sprint canoot support

the development of customized. intedices with each nBC. Tbe time IUd resources
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required to support this type ofn.EC-specitic interfice would be crippling to Sprint's

martel: entry. Sprint bas requested that Amcritc:ch support, at least for an interim

'00, J mode f iDrer1Bcc' '---- A _""':'-i. Lin Hi tA.i If1tbispen a manna 0 • I"'W~, AlI&Q~ R:msCQ request

dtspite the fact that Ameritecb .. allowed mamJa1 processing with other carrie:s.

Reati:zing that rnatD'ai activity is both burdeosome and ClTOf prone; Ameritech must

work with Sprint to develop industry staDdard interfaces. Even if Sprint were in &

position to develop the required interfaces to meet Ameritech's Q1StQmized designs,

they likely could not be in place until sometime in 1997,wet ea Ameriteeli's plil1& W

Do Ameritech's proposed OPe1'2tional interlaces meet Sprint's requirements as a

CLEC!

It is too early to tell. The mere fact that Ameritech bas provided specifications for

electronic intedBces does not guarantee that they actually work Of that they will in fact

provide parity in perfoanancc to the lLEC's iDta1W systems. TJme1y access to

aJStomer informarioo, st.l'Vice establishmem, and trouble resolution will. deteanine the

ultimate success or fBilure of any competitor. Especially in & resale mode, the quality

of the product that Sprint will be able to offer is directly dependent on the quality of

Ameritech's services. Actual implemeutation of operational interfaL:es between Sprint

and An1eritech wiD. be a complex and detailed procedure. Umil Ameritech's proposed

operational inter&ces have been implemented aDd ue actually working in practice,

sprint wiD not know whether they meet Sprines requiremems or; for that matter, the

requirements ofthe Act and theFCC.
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Bow does Ameritech's customized approac:b complicate ma.rket entry?

Developing and deploying multiple versions of operational iDterfaces "Nill negatively

impact marla:t CDtry by requiring increased devdopmcnt cost and extended time lines

simply to meet the nEe defined solutions. TlUe local competition will not exist until

the nEe is able to consistectly inter1ice with the ILEC in a nondiscriminataty

manner.

What else did you Ieam from your meeting with Ameritech?

When SpriDt met with the operations team assigned to the troUble reporting process, I

was also told that they ameotly had no cmicr transmitting data to Amc:ritech over its

electronic trouble reporting system ("Electronic Bonding"). ~'s Feb~ 1?,

1997 Comments on Sta1rs Draft Memorandum iDdieate that Am.eritech has developed

an electronic iDter&ce for repair and maintenance for unbundled netWork elements

which is fUlly tested and operatioDal Ameritec:h's Comments on Staff's Daft.

Manorandum, Fc:bruary 13, 1997, pg. 16. However, bec:ause Ameritecll bas

adalowledged to me that DO carrier is using this system to transmit data, it is

impossible to determine whether impJement!ri<m is dfecdve or even if the iD1er&ce

works at all. Amcri.techbas pro-actively initiated an eftbrt to take an industIy staodard

process (access trouble reporting) and redefine it for local use. The indusay is

evabaarlng this system for local sc:zvice use but mneofthe records have been defined

for local use by the industJy. Ameritecb.'s proposed record dcfiDi1ions may uJtimatrJy

affect the industry's decisions but any system deYelopment that matches~IS

interface today may subsequeotly. require significant modification to meet mdustry

standards for intedace with other c:aniers. h must be understood that Ameritech's usc
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of standard intdces, specifications. fiIcilities, procedures and praaiees are not

in9Ymy standard intrices for local seMces because sud1 standards have not yet been

developed in the appropriate industly forum. In all JikeJihood, Ameritech will not be

able fon::e its "standard" upon the industry.

Does Ameritech provide all)' operational electronic interfaces today?

The only "resale" electronic interface that Ameritech has in operation today with a carrier

is its Electronic Service Ordering process which is based on an older version of the

.industJy standards for EDl Sprint has requested that Ameritech bring its Service Order

interface up to the current ED! standards being supported by the industry forums, (Issue

7). Sprint is currently working with all ofthe RBOCs. as well as several other CLECs. to

ensure deployment of a national Service Order standard as quickly as possible. Even
-

though Ameritech is currently providing service over their existing interface. it does not

comply VJith the current industly standards. Any CLEC who builds to meet Ameritech's

specifications will not be able to use this same interfilce with any other RBOC, driving up

the costs as well as extending the time1iDe for market entry. It is rIrf understanding from

ourmeeting and l'e\'iew with the WlSCODSin Service Centerpersonnel that there are a few small

carriers iDterfacing with Ameritcch today using this electronic application; however they

"eautioDed" us that we should require and support weekly coofen:nce calls when We imtiate the

use oftbis application with their company. Ameritech's operations statrbe1ieve that worlcing

tbrough the diffial1ties ofimpIemcDtiDg tbis process will require resource commitments by both

compaaies prior to its usc in arrj local service enviranmenL Wuren L. Micb:Ds, in an affidavit

filed at the FCC. stated that "reseUers also have existing escala%ion procedures available to

them." Affidavit ofWam:n L. Mickens. CC Docket No. 97-1. p. 25, 1 26. (Attachment 3).
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Yet, during Sprint's visit to Amcritcch's Milwaukee scmcc cc:uter. I was informed that there

was no escalation procedure in place with reprd to services provided to carrien through the

caster. Sprint and Ameritech have agreed to negotiate operational processes and

procedures under the contractual guidelines established for the joint development of an

Operations Manual which will be incorporated into the Interconnection Contract as

Schedule 18.2. This negotiations are only in the initial stages.

What is the current status of Amerita's iDtenace designed for local market

trouble reporting ud maintenance requests!

Ameritech bas estabJisbcd a separate scrvic:e center in Milwaukee to handle CI.EC

maintenance (trouble reporting) require:n=s. The interl3ce proposed by Ameritech

for mainteoancc purposes is supposedly based on a system that it CUJTCIlt1y bas in place

for access trouble reporting. As previously stated, when systems are used for purposes

other than those intended in their original design. they must be modified and/or refined

to meet the new needs. ModifYing and rede6Ding systems that have previously been

deplayed and which me c:um:nt1y operatiaDal with other compani~ requires.

coordination ofboth the system design as well as their associated business rules. No

company, including Ameritec:h, can aIbitrarily redefine iDdusUy accepted standards

without negatively impacting the users of these systems and interfilces. ContraIy to

Ameritech's contentions, its OSS iDtedace solutions do nee always adhere to iDdustry

standards; there are in fila IJ.ImerOUS cases where Amedtcch has esseutial)y av«­

r..dden industty star.dzrds r.d developed or imposed an Ameritech~ or

definition. Based on operational meerin&' Sprint bas held with Ameritech (Carol

Iluier. Manager, WlSCODSin AIlS. ClUJ). there is no CLEC cumnt1y using the
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intec&ce it has defined for local market trouble reporting and maintenance requests.

Even if' Ameritech's proposed solution is accepted as a baseline for an industry

standard apptication, its ability to provideO~ support at a level that can

support the uansactionalload anticipated in a competitive market at a level and quality

ofservice which is at parity with the incumbent LEes is uncer:tain at best As with all

components of the opcratioDal implemaiation plan, there must be established

procedures for reporting pedormance levels. providing status of customer impacting

issues. as well as a lonna! escalation process for issues that are not handled in

accordance with pedormance levels that are in agreement with established procedures

at paritywith the lLEC's service to its own end users.

.-
Is AlQentech willing to accommodate Sprint's request for support of an interim

manual interface?

No. As this Commission wen bows, Sprint walt into abitration with Ameritech

requesting support ofa interim manual intri.ce until sUch time as -industry standard"

elect;ronic intedices could be designed and deployed. While this bad been acceptable

to the operatioDs implememation team in pnMous discussions, when we requested that

this process be supported by the proposed interconnection contract, Ameritech refused.

Why did Amaitech refuse Sprint's request for interim manual inteliaces!

Ameritech's Jegal and regu1atocy response was that because it was required by the FCC

to provide electronic interfaces by January 1. 1997. Ameritecb. should not be required

to suppon manual inter.f.clces, c:spc::ciaIly with a company the size ofSprint Ameritcch

subsequently, at the request of the ntinois Commission, submitted & cost study which
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1 indicated it took them an avenge of12 additional miIJutcs to process a mannal savice

2 order and Sprint should be required to remit approxUuate!y $300,000 to Ameritccb for

3 a proposed six month interim period pmceaing based on an f$rimeted 300 orders per

4 day. Sprint went into hearing befOre the lIlinois Arbitration Panel in December and

s disputed both the basis ofthe cost, the vohJmes used by Ameritech Cor daily avaages

6 and duration, as we1las the time estiDl3te used for order processing As such, Gregory

7 1. Dunny's support for mam.W intelTaces in an FCC aBidavit, when it is conveaient for

s Amcritech. is surprising and inmnsisteat with Ameritd1's position in its atbittation

9 with Sprint. AfIidavit of Gregoxy 1. Dmmy, cc Docket No. 97-1, p. 30, , 59.

10 (Anacbment 4).

11 When Sprint asked for manual interlices on an interim basis, Ameritech strongly

12 objected on the basis that manual interfaces would be burdeDsome to Ameritech 8Dd

13 error prone. Apparently, Ameritecl1 considers anything to be burdensome~ diffi::rs

14 from its QJ1taIt opec1ting practicc:s. Ewn m.ore cxmihsing are the statements by Mr.

IS Joseph A Rogers in an atJidavit filed at the FCC that "the Company has built .

16 substantial spare capacity into its manual processing capabilities. The speed ofmamw

17 prorasing compares favorably with 1he speed of dectronic processi.," AiBda.vit of

IS 10sephA Rogers, CC DocketNo. 97-1, p. 26, , 12. (.Attachment 5).

19 In Sprint's meeting on January 7. 1991 with Amcritech's Customer Service - Resale

20 Manager, Darlene Siejkowsld, we were able to amfinn that the average processing

21 time for au ·u is" service onlcr is apptoxitnstely 3 mimnes with an additional two

22 miDntes required if the order is for a new emiuser (Le., new service order requiring

23 provisioaing etc.). Tbe servio: center also believes that the appropriate noa-recurrlng

2-' service order cbarge for "as is" requests should be limited to a change in responsibility
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1 because the only action Ameritech must take is to pull up the "existing customer

2 account and change the biDing name and address and identify the customer with the

3 appropriate aEC accouut indieatol(S).to

4

5 Q. Has Ameritecb offered any ia.terim solutions for supporting local market trouble

6 reporting and maintenance requests!

7 A Ameritech is willing to support a manual process until Sprint can develop and deploy an

S electronic interface compatible with Ameritech's proposed solution. The manual process

9 ~ to SIppOrt is supposedly coasistent with the process provided to otheI:CLECs

10 today; however, it is limited to telephone contael and paper fax and is highly inferior to

11 interim solutions being provided by other RBOCs. This manual process does not provide

12 timely status reporitng for any troubles reported to Ameritech. Other RBOCs. such as

13 NYNEX and PacBell, have deyeloped interim solutions that provide trouble reporting and

14 maintenance to their CLEC customers which will anow Sprint to effectively enter their

IS markets prior to the development: and deployment ofan "electronic bonding" solution.

16 Electronic bonding is required to ensure parity with the nEe's operational support

17 processes. While .Ameritech's proposed solution may in fict be very close to the

18 electronic solution being adopted by the industry foroms, the timdine for CLEC

19 deployment ofa compatible interface impacts their market entry timeline. The lack ofan

20 ac:ceptable interim solution for maintenance support in the Ameritech region will

21 negatively impact Sprint's market entry plans. Sprint is continuing their efforts to work

22 with Ameritech to identify and implement acceptable interim processes.

23
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1 Q. Would yoU please summarize your testimony!

2 A. Until Ameritech's proposed operatioDal interfaces have been implemented and are

3 actually working in practice. it is impossible to detamine whetherperfmmance parity is

4 being provided 8Dd the~ ofthe Te1ecomJmmications Al:1. of1996 are being

s met. Unless there is a true commitment to working together to find acceptable

6 solutions and ahematives, local competition may JlCMlr be efFectively realized and the

7 spirit oftbe 1996 Te1«mmmmicarioas Ad. will neverbe fu1fi1led.

8

9 Q. Does this coadDde your testimoay?

10 A Yesitdoc:s.
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8 called as a witness by the Complainants, who, having been

9 first duly sworn, was examined and testified as

] 0 hereinafter set forth.
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1 LAURA SCHWARTZ

2 having been duly sworn, testified as follows:

3

4 EXAMINATION BY MR. McDONALD

5 MR. McDONALD: Q. Can you state your name,

6 please.

7 A. Laura Schwartz.

8 Q. Can you spell it.

9 A. S-c-h-w-a-r-t-z.

10 Q. By whom are you employed?



II A. Pacific Bell.

12 Q. How long have you been employed?

13 A. 10 years.

14 Q. I will be asking you a series of questions and

15 Mr. Ettinger or Mr. Chang may also ask you some questions.

16 What I'd like you to do is wait until you have heard the

17 entire question, and then respond orally, just as you have

18 been doing thus far, so that the court reporter can take

19 down your statements. Have you been deposed before? Have

20 you ever given testimony before?

21 A. No.

22 Q. Now, let me show you a document.

23 I guess we can have this marked Exhibit 10, I

24 believe.

25 (Whereupon, Exhibit No. 10 was marked
0006
1 for identification.)

2 MR. McDONALD: Q. Have you seen a copy of

3 what's been marked Exhibit 10?

4 A. No.

5 Q. Maybe the question is to be posed to

6 Mr. Kolto-Wininger.

7 This deposition was intended to examine a

8 Pacific Bell witness on certain matters, and on page 2 of

9 what's been marked Exhibit 10, it says that the matters to

lObe examined at the deposition are aggregate industry

II resale order volume forecasts, Pacific Bell's resale order

12 volume forecasts and Pacific Bell's use of said forecasts.


